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24, 2001, the Department of Energy
(DOE) requested that the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) amend
its materials license, make several
administrative changes to the Technical
Specifications, and review a TMI–2
specific Safeguards Contingency Plan.
By letter dated April 2, 2001, DOE
requested the NRC amend its materials
license to delete the ‘‘gamma’’
designator for the dose limits provided
in the Technical Specifications to allow
for the monitoring of neutron dose
components.

This amendment complies with the
standards and requirements of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended
(the Act), and the Commission’s rules
and regulations. The Commission has
made appropriate findings as required
by the Act and the Commission’s rules
and regulations in 10 CFR Chapter I,
which are set forth in the license
amendment.

In accordance with 10 CFR
72.46(b)(2), a determination has been
made that the amendment does not
present a genuine issue as to whether
public health and safety will be
significantly affected. Therefore, the
publication of a notice of proposed
action and an opportunity for hearing or
a notice of hearing is not warranted.
Notice is hereby given of the right of
interested persons to request a hearing
on whether the action should be
rescinded or modified.

The Commission has determined that,
pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(c)(11) and 10
CFR 51.22(c)(12), an environmental
assessment need not be prepared in
connection with issuance of the
amendment.

The NRC maintains an Agencywide
Documents Access and Management
System (ADAMS), which provides text
and image files of NRC’s public
documents. These documents may be
accessed through the NRC’s Public
Electronic Reading Room on the Internet
at http://www.nrc.gov/NRC/ADAMS/
index.html. If you do not have access to
ADAMS or if there are problems in
accessing the documents located in
ADAMS, contact the NRC Public
Document Room (PDR) Reference staff
at 1–800–397–4209, 301–415–4737 or
by email to pdr@nrc.gov.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 12th day
of July 2001.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
E. William Brach,
Director, Spent Fuel Project Office, Office of
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards.
[FR Doc. 01–18384 Filed 7–23–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

[Docket No. 50–331]

Nuclear Management Company, LLC;
Duane Arnold Energy Center;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) is considering
issuance of an amendment to Facility
Operating License No. DPR–49, issued
to Nuclear Management Company, LLC
(the licensee), for operation of the
Duane Arnold Energy Center (DAEC)
located in Palo, Iowa. Therefore, as
required by 10 CFR 51.21, the NRC is
issuing this environmental assessment
and finding of no significant impact.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of the Proposed Action

The proposed action would change
the license to allow refueling activities
in accordance with a revised thermal-
hydraulic analysis based upon use of
advanced core designs employing
advanced fuel, increased fuel burnup,
increased cycle length, and increased
reload batch size. The revised analysis
also corrects several input parameter
discrepancies in the existing analysis.

The proposed action is in accordance
with the licensee’s application for
amendment dated November 17, 2000,
as supplemented by letters dated
February 16 and April 9, 2001.

The Need for the Proposed Action

The proposed action is needed to
support DAEC plans to pursue advanced
core designs beginning with Cycle 18,
including the use of General Electric
(GE)-14 fuel, increased fuel burnup,
increased cycle length, and increased
reload batch size. The proposed action
revises the thermal-hydraulic analysis
for the spent fuel pool (SFP) submitted
to the NRC by letter dated October 3,
1997. The proposed action also corrects
discrepancies made in the existing
thermal-hydraulic analysis.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

NUREG–0800, ‘‘Standard Review
Plan,’’ provides criteria related to the
design and performance of the spent
fuel pool. Regulatory Guide 1.13, ‘‘Spent
Fuel Storage Facility Design Basis,’’
provides methods acceptable for the
licensee to implement General Design
Criteria 61 of Appendix A to 10 CFR
Part 50 which requires that fuel storage
and handling systems be designed to
assure adequate safety under normal
and postulated accident conditions.

NRC memorandum, ‘‘Office Technical
Position for Review and Acceptance of
Spent Fuel Storage and Handling
Applications,’’ dated April 14, 1978,
and modified by Addendum dated
January 18, 1979, provides key design
criteria and regulatory guidance for new
spent fuel storage racks.

The licensee submitted a revised
thermal-hydraulic analysis, which
included maximum SFP temperatures,
minimum time-to-boil after loss of
forced cooling, and local water and fuel
cladding temperatures. The licensee
calculated the maximum bulk SFP
temperatures for the following three
cases: (a) Planned full core offload
scenario with full core discharge
beginning at 60 hours after reactor
shutdown, with one train of the fuel
pool cooling and cleanup (FPCCU)
system in operation; (b) planned full
core offload scenario, the same scenario
as case (A) except that two trains of
FPCCU are in operation; and (c)
unplanned full core offload scenario
consisting of a normal refueling outage
of 36 days, followed by 45 days of full
power operation and a subsequent
unplanned discharge of the full core to
the SFP beginning 60 hours after reactor
shutdown, with two trains of FPCCU in
operation. Based on its review, the NRC
staff concluded that the methodology
and assumptions used by the licensee to
calculate the decay heat loads and to
calculate the SFP bulk temperatures met
the intent of the applicable NRC
guidelines. The maximum SFP bulk
temperatures of the revised hydraulic
analysis are below the onset of boiling
and are below the SFP temperatures
approved by the NRC staff for the
current thermal-hydraulic analysis.

The licensee also evaluated the effect
of a complete loss of forced cooling to
the SFP, which was assumed to occur
when the SFP was at the maximum SFP
bulk temperature. The calculated
minimum time from the loss of pool
cooling at peak pool water temperature
until the pool boils for the worst case
was 3.8 hours for the revised analysis,
which was a slight decrease from the 4.5
hours of the current analysis, but still
substantially longer than the 2 hours
required to align the emergency service
water system to provide makeup water
to the SFP. In addition, various other
sources of emergency makeup water
would be available in less than 2 hours.
Based on its review, the NRC staff
concluded that in the unlikely event
that there is a complete loss of cooling,
the licensee is capable of aligning the
makeup water from various sources to
the pool before boiling begins and that
makeup water will be supplied at a rate
which exceeds the boil-off rate, and that
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cooling the SFP by adding makeup
water in the unlikely event that there is
a complete loss of cooling to the SFP
conforms to NRC guidance.

The NRC staff has completed its
evaluation of the proposed action and
concludes that the proposed revision to
the thermal-hydraulic analysis complies
with the applicable regulatory
documents and will allow for the
continued safe storage of spent fuel.

The proposed action will not
significantly increase the probability or
consequences of accidents, no changes
are being made in the types of any
effluents that may be released off site,
and there is no significant increase in
occupational or public radiation
exposure. Therefore, there are no
significant radiological environmental
impacts associated with the proposed
action.

With regard to potential
nonradiological impacts, the proposed
action does not have a potential to affect
any historic sites. The proposed action
does not involve any physical features
of the plant or procedure changes
involving a potential nonradiological
release. It does not affect
nonradiological plant effluents and has
no other environmental impact.
Therefore, there are no significant
nonradiological environmental impacts
associated with the proposed action.

Accordingly, the NRC concludes that
there are no significant environmental
impacts associated with the proposed
action.

Environmental Impacts of the
Alternatives to the Proposed Action

As an alternative to the proposed
action, the staff considered denial of the
proposed action (i.e., the ‘‘no-action’’
alternative). Denial of the application
would result in no change in current
environmental impacts. The
environmental impacts of the proposed
action and the alternative action are
similar.

Alternative Use of Resources

This action does not involve the use
of any different resources than those
previously considered in the Final
Environmental Statement for the DAEC
dated March 1973.

Agencies and Persons Consulted

On July 11, 2001, the staff consulted
with the Iowa State official, Mr. D.
McGhee of the Department of Public
Health, regarding the environmental
impact of the proposed action. The State
official had no comments.

Finding of No Significant Impact

On the basis of the environmental
assessment, the NRC concludes that the
proposed action will not have a
significant effect on the quality of the
human environment. Accordingly, the
NRC has determined not to prepare an
environmental impact statement for the
proposed action.

For further details with respect to the
proposed action, see the licensee’s letter
dated November 17, 2000, as
supplemented by letters dated February
16 and April 9, 2001. Documents may
be examined, and/or copied for a fee, at
the NRC’s Public Document Room,
located at One White Flint North, 11555
Rockville Pike (first floor), Rockville,
Maryland. Publicly available records
will be accessible electronically from
the Agencywide Documents Access and
Management Systems (ADAMS) Public
Electronic Reading Room on the Internet
at the NRC web site, http://
www.nrc.gov/NRC/ADAMS/index.html.
Persons who do not have access to
ADAMS or who encounter problems in
accessing the documents located in
ADAMS should contact the NRC Public
Document Room (PDR) Reference staff
by telephone at 1–800–397–4209 or
301–415–4737, or by e-mail at
pdr@nrc.gov.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 18th day
of July 2001.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Carl F. Lyon,
Project Manager, Section 1, Project
Directorate III, Division of Licensing Project
Management, Office of Nuclear Reactor
Regulation.
[FR Doc. 01–18381 Filed 7–23–01; 8:45 am]
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OFFICE OF PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT

Proposed Collection; Comment
Request Review of a Revised
Information Collection; OPM 1417

AGENCY: Office of Personnel
Management.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(Public Law 104–13, May 22, 1995), this
notice announces that the Office of
Personnel Management intends to
submit to the Office of Management and
Budget a request for clearance of a
revised information collection. OPM
Form 1417, CFC Online Results Report,
is used to record Combined Federal
Campaign pledge results from each
campaign office locally.

Each year, approximately 1.5 million
Federal employees make donations to
the CFC. These donations are managed
by approximately 370 Principle
Combined Fund Organizations (PCFOs)
across the country. The Form 1417 is
submitted by every PCFO annually to
report these donations. Each form takes
approximately 20 minutes to complete.
The annual estimated burden is 124
hours.

Comments are particularly invited on:
—Whether this collection of information

is necessary for the proper
performance of functions of the Office
of Personnel Management, and
whether it will have practical utility;

—Whether our estimate of the public
burden of this collection is accurate,
and based on valid assumptions and
methodology; and

—Ways in which we can minimize the
burden of the collection of
information on those who are to
respond, through use of the
appropriate technological collection
techniques or other forms of
information technology.
For copies of this proposal, contact

Mary Beth Smith-Toomey on 202/606–
8358, or E-mail to mbtoomey@opm.gov.
Please include your mailing address
with your request.
DATES: Comments on this proposal
should be received on or before
September 24, 2001.
ADDRESSES: Send or deliver comments
to: Elizabeth Barber, Office of CFC
Operations, U.S. Office of Personnel
Management, 1900 E Street, NW., Room
5450, Washington, DC 20415.
FOR INFORMATION REGARDING
ADMINISTRATIVE COORDINATION CONTACT:
Elizabeth Barber, Office of CFC
Operations, U.S. Office of Personnel
Management, 1900 E Street, NW., Room
5450, Washington, DC 20415, (202) 606–
2564.
U.S. Office of Personnel Management.
Steven R. Cohen,
Acting Director.
[FR Doc. 01–18351 Filed 7–23–01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6325–46–P
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AGENCY: Office of Personnel
Management.
ACTION: Notice.
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